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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the RCE amendment filed 5/7/2010. 

This action is made Non-Final. 

2. In the amendment, claims 4, 7, 12, 20, 23, 34 and 37 are cancelled. Claims 44-49 have been 
added. Claims 1 - 3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 13 - 19, 21, 22, 24 - 33, 35, 36 and 38 - 49 are pending in 
the case. Claims 1,17 and 31 are independent claims. 

3. The rejections of claims 1, 2, 3-6, 8, 10, 12-15, 17, 18-22, 24, 25, 27-29, 31-36, 38, 39, 41 
and 42 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Sinander (WO 99/08206; 
International Publication Date February 18, 1999; from Information Disclosure Statement 
filed December 18, 2001), have been withdrawn as necessitated by the amendment. 

4. The rejections of claims 7, 23 and 37 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sinander in view of Akkary et al. (U.S. Patent 6591342; date of patent July 8, 2003; 
filed December 14, 1999), have been withdrawn as necessitated by the amendment. 

5. The rejections of claims 7, 23 and 37 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sinander in view of Akkary et al. (U.S. Patent 6591342; date of patent July 8, 2003; 
filed December 14, 1999), have been withdrawn as necessitated by the amendment. 

6. The rejections of claims 1 1, 26 and 40 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sinander in view of Duvilher et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 20020103815; publication date 
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August 1, 2002; filed December 12, 2000), have been withdrawn as necessitated by the 
amendment. 

7. The rejections of claims 16, 30 and 43 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sinander in view of Schwartz et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 20020073089; publication date June 
13, 2002; filed October 1, 2001), have been withdrawn as necessitated by the amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1, 2, 3, 5-6, 8, 10, 13-15, 17, 18-19, 21-22, 24, 25, 27-29, 31-33, 35-36, 38, 39, 41-42, 
44, 46, and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sinander (WO 
99/08206; International Publication Date February 18, 1999; from Information Disclosure 
Statement filed December 18, 2001), in view of Comparison of access methods for time- 
evolving data, Betty Salzberg et al. Computing Surveys (CSUR) , Volume 31 Issue, 6/1999. 



Regarding independent claim 1, Sinander discloses a method for supporting versioning of data 
in a content management system, said method comprising: 
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• maintaining a first table for storing an identifier of a most recent version of a data item 
(Table 1; p. 2, lines 36-37; p. 3, lines 16-25; p. 4, lines 2-4; p. 5, lines 9-14; p. 7, lines 25- 
35; Figures 2b, 3, 4 - as demonstrated in the figures and cited text, names/versions of 
the new target version (identifier of most recent version) is stored in the database); and 

• maintaining a second table for storing an identifier of an older version of said data item 
(Table 1; p.2, lines 33-35; p.3, lines 16-25; p.5, lines 9-14; p.7, lines 25-35; p.8, lines 4- 
9; Figures 2b, 3, 4 - as demonstrated in the figures and cited text, the name or version of 
the base version (identifier of older version) is stored in the database), wherein, when 
said data item is to be updated, (i) said second table is updated to include said identifier 
of said most recent version of said data from said first table, and (ii) said first table is 
updated to identify a new version of said data item (p.2, lines 33-37; p.3, lines 16-25; 
p.5, lines 9-14; p.8, lines 15-25 - as demonstrated in the cited text, when a version is 
updated, the new version prior to the update is moved to the database storing the older 
versions so that the updated version becomes the newest version). Sinander does not 
disclose so that said second table stores both of said identifier of said older version of 
said data item and said identifier of said most recent version of said data item, and 

(ii) said first table is updated to identify to store an identifier of a new version of said data 
item. However. Salzberg teaches whenever a new version of data item is updated, the system 
separates current and past data in a database using manual automatic methods, by removing old 
or dead records from current store to optical disks (4.5, 5.1). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, to combine the teachings of Sinander and Salzberg, because of all the 
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reasons found in Salzberg, including decreasing search structure, which would speed up data 
queries (5.1.1). 

Regarding dependent claim 2, Sinander discloses the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
associating different version numbers with different versions of said data item (p. 7, Table 1, lines 
25-35 - as demonstrated in the table and cited text, different version numbers are associated with 
the base version, target version, upgrade version). 

Regarding dependent claim 3, Sinander discloses the method of claim 2, wherein each of said 
different versions is associated with a (version number - 1) value (p. 7, Table 1, lines 25-35 - as 
demonstrated in the table and cited text, the different versions all have different values appended 
to the version name (1 .0 for the base version, 1.1 for the target version)). 

Regarding dependent claim 5, Sinander discloses the method of claim 3, further comprising 
generating said (version number -1) value for successive versions of said data item by 
incrementing said (version number - 1) value from zero (0) to n (p. 7, Table 1, lines 25-35 - as 
demonstrated in the table and cited text, the base version (old version) has a value of 1 .0 and the 
target versions (newest versions) have an incremented value of 1.1). 
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Regarding dependent claim 6, Sinander discloses the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
generating a value for successive versions of said data item by incrementing said version number 
from zero (0) to m (p. 7, Table 1, lines 25-35 - as demonstrated in the table and cited text, the 
base version (old version) has a version number of 1 .0 and the target versions (newest versions) 
have an incremented version number of 1 . 1). 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Sinander discloses the method of claim 1 , wherein a version 
number having a value of zero (0) is associated with said most recent version of said stored data 
item or an oldest version of said data item, depending on a context of use for said version 
number (p. 7, Table 1, lines 23-35; p. 8, lines 4-9 - as demonstrated in the table and cited text, a 
value of zero is associated with the oldest version of data). 

Regarding dependent claim 10, Sinander discloses the method of claim 1, wherein an operation 
including a version number having a value of zero (0) is interpreted as a request for said most 
recent version of said stored data item, and said operation is selected from a group consisting of a 
query operation, a retrieve operation, and an update operation (p. 2, lines 33-37; p. 7, lines 25-28; 
p. 8, lines 4-9 - as demonstrated in the cited text, an update operation is performed and the most 
recent version is requested). 

Regarding dependent claim 13, Sinander discloses the method of claim 1, wherein a first 
instance of a version of said data item is stored in said first table (p.4, lines 2-4; p. 7, lines 23-35; 
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figures 2b, 3, 4 - as demonstrated in the figures and cited text, a version of the data is stored in a 
first table). 

Regarding dependent claim 14, Sinander discloses the method of claim 1, further comprising 
performing a query on said first table and said second table wherein a column attribute of a 
column selected by said query is retained in a resuh of said query (p. 7, Table 1; p. 8, lines 4-9 - 
as demonstrated in the table and cited text, a column attribute is retained as a result of a query). 

Regarding dependent claim 15, Sinander discloses the method of claim 14, wherein said query 
invokes a union operation (p. 3, lines 1-7, 16-25 - as demonstrated in the cited text, a union 
operation is invoked). 

Regarding independent claim 17, Sinander discloses a system for supporting versioning of data 
in a content management system, said system comprising: 

• a memory (Figure 1; p.4, lines 26-27 - as demonstrated in the figure and cited text, a 
memory is disclosed); 

• a module that maintains (a) a first table for storing an identifier of a most recent version 
of a data item in said memory, and (b) a second table for storing an identifier of an older 
version of said data item in said memory (Table 1; p. 2, lines 33-37; p. 3, lines 16-25; p.4, 
lines 2-4; p. 5, lines 9-14; p. 7, lines 25-35; p. 8, lines 4-9; Figures 2b, 3, 4 - as 
demonstrated in the figures and cited text, names/versions of the new target version 
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(identifier of most recent version) is stored in the database and the name or version of 
the base version (identifier of older version) is stored in the database), 
• wherein, when said data item is to be updated, (i) said second table is updated to include 
said identifier of said most recent version of said data from said first table, and (ii) said 
first table is updated to identify a new version of said data item (p. 2, lines 33-37; p. 3, 
lines 16-25; p. 5, lines 9-14; p. 8, lines 15-25 - as demonstrated in the cited text, when a 
version is updated, the new version prior to the update is moved to the database storing 
the older versions so that the updated version becomes the newest version). 

Regarding dependent claims 18, 24, 25 and 27-29, the claims reflect the system with means for 
performing the operations of claims 2, 8, 10 and 13-15 respectively and are rejected along the 
same rationale. 

Regarding dependent claims 19, 21-22 and 33, 35-36, the claims reflect the system and storage 
medium for performing the method of claims 3,5-6 and are rejected along the same rationale. 

Regarding claims 31, 32, 38, 39, 41 and 42, the claims reflect the storage medium having 
computer readable instructions for performing the operations of claims 1, 2, 8, 10, 14 and 15 
respectively and are rejected along the same rationale. 

Regarding dependent claims 44, 46, and 48, Sinander does not disclose wherein said second 
table stores identifiers of more than two older versions of said data item... However. Salzberg 
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teaches whenever a new version of data item is updated, the system separates current and past 
data in a database using manual automatic methods, by removing old or dead records from 
current store to optical disks (4.5, 5.1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, to combine the teachings of Sinander and Salzberg, because of all the reasons found in 
Salzberg, including decreasing search structure, which would speed up data queries (5.1.1). 



10. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sinander, in view of 
Salzberg, and further in view of Akkary et al. (U.S. Patent 6591342; date of patent July 8, 
2003; filed December 14, 1999). 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Sinander does not disclose m has a predetermined maximum 
value. Akkary teaches a predetermined maximum value for version numbers (col. 12, lines 55- 
65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Sinander and Akkary before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the version 
numbers taught by Sinander to include a predetermined maximum value as taught by Akkary, 
because incrementing to a predetermined maximum value would allow the system to accurately 
check for buffer overflows if the version number was used as an indicator (col. 12, lines 55-65). 

11. Claims 1 1, 26 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sinander, in view of Salzberg, and further in view of Duvillier et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
20020103815; publication date August 1, 2002; filed December 12, 2000). 
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Regarding dependent claim 11, 26 and 40, Sinander discloses an operation including a version 
number having a value of zero (0) is interpreted as a request for an oldest version of said stored 
data item (p.7, lines 25-35). 

Sinander does not disclose a delete operation. Duvillier teaches a delete operation (p. 6, 
para. 79). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Sinander and Duvillier before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the method 
taught by Sinander to include a delete operation as taught by Duvillier, because deleting older 
versions of data, as taught by Duvillier (p. 6, para. 79), would free memory in the system. 

12. Claims 16, 30 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sinander, in view of Salzberg, and further in view of Schwartz et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
20020073089; publication date June 13, 2002; filed October 1, 2001). 

Regarding dependent claim 16, 30 and 43, Sinander does not disclose column attribute is 
obtained from a sequential query language description area of said query result. Schwartz 
teaches SQL obtains column attributes (p. 6, para. 71). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Sinander and Schwartz before him at the time the 
invention was made, to modify the method taught by Sinander to include SQL obtaining column 
attributes as taught by Schwartz, because SQL was well-known at the time of the invention for 
querying and using a well-known language would have allowed more users to utihze the 
invention since there was a familiarity with SQL. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

13. Claims 45, 47, and 49 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments filed 5/7/2010 have been fully considered but they are moot. 
Regarding amended independent claims 1,17, and 31, Applicants indicate that Sinander does 
not disclose the newly added claim limitations (pages 9-12). The Applicant is directed 
towards the new rejection of these claims above as necessitated by the newly introduced 
amendment. 



Claims 2-3,5-6, 10, 11, 13-16, 18-19,21-22, 24-30 and 32-33, 35-36, and 38-43 depend 
from independent claims 1,17 and 31 and are therefore rejected at least based on the rationale of 
the rejections above. 
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Conclusion 

I. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Stegelmann (USPAT. 7,051,051 Bl)). 

II. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cesar B. Paula whose telephone number is (571) 272-4128. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
(EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Stephen Hong, can be reached on (571) 272-4124. However, in such a case, please 

allow at least one business day. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 

obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, go to http:/7portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair . Should you have any questions about 

access to the Private PAIR system, please contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866 

217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 

Representative or access to the automated information system, please call 800-786-9199 or 571 

272-1000 (USA or Canada). 

Any response to this Action should be mailed to: 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
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Or faxed to: 

• (571)-273-8300 (for all Formal communications intended for entry) 





/CESAR B PAULA/ 




Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2178 



11/9/2010 



